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OUR :,~VIEW

SCuttle radio fee
hike for boaters
A proposed increase in marine radio fees ought

to be dumped to the bottom of the ocean.
The Federal Communications Commission plans

to increase the lO-year $35 application fee to $45 plus
add a 10-year $70 regulatory charge this summer.
Considering that marine radio licenses cost nothing five
years ago and that licensing is not enforced well, the
FCC (and Congress) has gone overboard.

The Coast Guard opposes the change in fees on
safety grounds, and rightly so. Coast Guard Comman
dant JW. Kime told the FCC that the $115 total is
higher than the price of some marine radios. He pre
dicts the cost will cause some people to put their
boats in the water without a radio.

The presence of a radio to call for help can mean
the difference between survival and death. Many of the
11.1 million registered boaters realize radios are im
portant safety equipment and have them..

The financial benefits to government will cost too
much in the possible loss of life.

The fee increases are spelled out in a federal bud
get bill Congress passed last fall to shift some telecom
munications costs off taxpayers. Making users pay is a
good concept - except where safety equipment is
concerned. The FCC is leery of exempting recreational
boaters, as some urge, without a clear message from
lawmakers. Congress certainly can make clear it wants
boaters' marine radios exempt. Legislators can figure
out a better way to raise the $4.5 million the extra
money each new and renewed license would bring in.

If Congress wants to
Wh.,. to writ. spread the FCC coet.J
comments until around, boaters are.u in-
April 7: significant part of tfi,:,FCC's

overall responlibUiues,
Office of the even in telecommunications.

SSCl'8tary Radio charges would
Fed"",1 really hit Michigan boaters.

Communications This state has 866,000
Commission .registered. boats, more than

O C. any other place.
Washington, .. The FCC cites its en-

20554 forcement costs. But that
argument doesn't hold

water. Most of its several hundred FCC enforcement
officers spend their time checking on television and
radio stations and telephone companies. The Coast
Guard already does most of the policing during on
board inspections for other federal boating laws. The
FCC could delegate radio authority, ending duplica
tion.

Another overlap, public education about the radios,
could be delegated to the Coast Guard Auxiliary. The
auxiliary does a good job now with public education
activities and could add use of the radio to its
activities.

BUdget-balancing and cost-cutting are important. But
our main objection to this idea is the increased safety
risk. Congress and the FCC should torpedo the fee
increase.
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Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

q{-I9)
RECEIVED

IIIR 3 '.8M .,t':~~
.f,"

FCC MAil ROOM

To Whom It May Concern;
I am writing to express my concern about the large

increase in application fee and the new regulatory charge
associated with marine radio licensing.

I have been boating on the Great Lakes all my life. As a
youngster, my father stressed the importance of our marine
radio for safety, in case of an emergency, and also to monitor
for others that we might be able to assist.

I have owned many boats since that time and always
considered my radio as a friend. I can swap information about
ship traffic, fishing hot spots, dangerous areas, dive sites,
and if needed, contact someone for help or be of assistance to
someone needing help.

There are many areas of the Great Lakes where the Coast
Guard presence is lacking. An example is the Northern area of
Lake Huron from Harrisville to Presque Isle. The nearest Coast
Guard station is either in Tawas, 3 to 4 hours south, or at
Cheboygan, 4 to 5 hours north.

I have been diving the shipwrecks in this stretch of the
lake for many years and know from experience that fellow
boaters can render assistance much faster than the Guard can.
In many instances, the additional delay can be terrifying and
downright dangerous. I think it would be a terrible disservice
to every boater if the added cost of regulations in any way
hindered this safety net of "Good Sam's" that listen for those
in need.

It would be a shame if conscientious boat owners like
myself gave up our radio because of not being able, or
willing, to pay the increased fees .

./ 7!:'ncere~.. , . '
4/~u:-~

William Atkins

~. of Copiesrec'd~
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Dear Secretary:

RE: Proposed Marine Radio License Fees
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March 26, 1994

Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
Room 222,
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments on this important issue.

This is to inform you that Recreational Boaters ofCalifornia [RBOC] is strongly
opposed to the proposal of the Federal Communications Commission [FCC] to
increase the VHF marine radio license fees from the current $35 to $105.

RBOC believes the FCC should take action to provide the recreational boating
public with a blanket waiver, on public safety grounds. A similar waiver has
already been granted to amateur radio operators.

No. of Cooies ree' rll.. ,.
UltABCDe ~.

Gail E. Hine, President

c: Michael Sciu1la, BOAT\U.S.
Board ofDirectors

rboc\I-fcc.doc

RBOC opposes the dramatic increase irt licensing fees for the two-way radios
which are an essential piece ofsafety equipment aboard boats. Indeed, the high
level of the fees could very well cause boaters not to have a radio on board.

The fees would jeopardize the safety of the 3 million recreational boaters in this
state, who would not have radios to call for emergency assistance, to learn of
weather forecasts, or to hear another boater's distress calls.

RBOC is the advocacy organization which represents California boaters before
state government. We are committed to promoting the enjoyment, protection,
and responsible use ofour waterways.

Gail E. Hine
President

Richard C. Tipton
Vice President

Jim Clark
Vice President

Jerry Olson
Secretary·Treasurer

Legislative Advocates
Jerry Desmond

Executive Vice President
Jerry Desmond. Jr.

Executive Secretary

Directors
Robert M. Allen

Alan V. Andrews, M.D.
Joseph R. Baiunco
Margot J. Brown

Joseph V. Castagna, Jr.
Dedrick G. Denison

H.A. "Spike" F1ertzheim. Jr.
Bill Lewis

George Neill
Linda A. Newland
William H. Patton

Robert Pugh
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S.A. "Bud" Zucker

Ex Ofticio Director
Richard Schwartz

BOAT/lJ.S.

Past Presidents
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Albert H. Allen

Donald S. Manhard
Gordon M. Curtis, Jr.

William M. Hynes
Richard P. Belden

W. Burbeck Johnson
George L. Fisher

William H. Gray. Jr.
Charles B. McKesson

Albert W. Thews
Barry R. Labow

Louis B. Haberman
Joseph R. Steele
Robert D. Carden
Norton H. Nelson

Peter J. Nardini
John C. Robinson
Robert J. Hoffman

Burton Jay
Nils Andersson

Roger C. Wilson
Glenn A. Harter

SA "Bud" Zucker
Milton E. Morgan, Jr.
Dedrick G. Denison
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Gary W. Akin

23 February 1994

Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications commission
1919 M st. NW
Washington DC 20554

RECEIVED

[MAR 3 1 1994

Dear Mr. Hundt,

Please find enclosed copies of my letters to Vice-President Gore,
Congressman Dingell and Senator Hollings concerning the issue of
increased FCC fees for marine radio licenses for voluntary-equipped
recreational boats. As my letters to them indicate I am concerned
about the outcome of such action.

As a member of the Coast Guard Auxiliary I volunteer my time and
resources to promote recreational boating safety in northwest Alabama
as do many other volunteers in Alabama and across the nation. It is
from this perspective that I hear what boaters are saying and
contemplating. While I admittedly do not have access to all the data
required to address this issue, I feel very strongly that the
government is headed in the wrong direction. I hope I can count on
you to lead the effort in finding a progressive and enlightened
solution to this issue.

enclosures



Gary W. Akin
203 Harrington Lane

Florence AL 35630-6613

23 February 1994

Vice-President Al Gore
Old Executive Office Building
Washington DC 21403

Vice-President Gore:

I write you with great concern about the ultimate outcome of
Government efforts to increase revenues by raising the fees charged by
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) for marine radio station
licenses aboard voluntary-equipped recreational boats.

since late 1990 when the FCC first implemented the thirty-five dollar
fee, an increasing number of boaters have chosen to operate without
license. Although clearly illegal these people realize there is
little chance of FCC enforcement activity. The FCC has indirectly
admitted such when it asked the Coast Guard to check for licenses
during the course of routine Coast Guard boardings of recreational
boats. Now with the pending increased processing fee of forty dollars
and the ten year user tax of seventy dollars, there are more boaters
than ever contemplating going unlicensed. (Some even talk of getting
rid of their radios which would ultimately reduce safety on our
nations waterways. This reduced safety factor is such that I
understand the Coast Guard is already on record opposing the fees
because of their fears of hampered search and rescue.) I see the same
situation emerging that caused the FCC to lose control of citizens
band licensing in the 1970's and 80's.

I propose that marine radio station lioensinq of voluntary-equipped
reoreational boats be eliminated for those boats operatinq in u.s.
waters and equipped with no other marine transmitters than very high
frequenoy (VHF) radiotelephone, radar, and the new 401HH. emerqenoy
transmitters. (The transmissions from the three mentioned transmitters
are limited to line-of-siqht distances and should be encouraqed for
eaoh vessel as safety equipment.) Voluntary-equipped boats using
medium (MF) and high frequency (HF) transmitters or visiting foreign
ports would still require a license in accordance with international
treaty. The FCC has already established the precedent for this when a
few years ago they eliminated the requirement to have a restricted
radio operators permit (RROP). Like my proposal, radio operators
visiting foreign ports or operating MF or HF transmitters must still
have the RROP. The issue of callsigns for these voluntary license
free stations has already been addressed by the FCC in their
established procedure for temporary callsigns on FCC form 506-A.
Eliminating licensure does not relieve the operator of the
responsibility to comply with FCC rules.



I admittedly do not have the data to indicate what portion of the FCC
licensing effort is associated with voluntary-equipped recreational
boats--although I perceive it as significant. Nor can I project the
amount of revenue the Government expects to collect through these
fees. (However if I may make an analogy, the recently repealed luxury
tax revealed the Government more successful in nearly ruining the
marine industry and putting workers on the street than it was in
raising the projected revenues.) Perhaps the FCC workers released
from licensing could be used to work on the pro~~cts to meet the
communications demands and inventions of the 21 century and perhaps
even your Information Superhighway.

You and President Clinton have stated you want to reinvent government
and I have just offered my sincere and thoughtful input to the
process. I will do my best to meet the FCC requirements whatever they
may be, but boaters have just been hit with a twenty cent per gallon
diesel fuel tax and the very real chance of increased FCC fees.
Boaters are becoming tired of all the extra fees placed upon them
regardless of what they are called. Vice-president Gore I very
sincerely and honestly believe if the Government continues on the path
it has started it will lose control of the marine radio program in
grass roots America. Will you please lead those involved to a
progressive and enlightened solution?

cc: Representative Bud Cramer
Senator Howell Heflin
Senator Richard Shelby



Gary W. Akin
203 Harrington Lane

Florence AL 35630-6613

23 February 1994

Senator Ernest Hollings
Chairman, Senate Commerce Committee
U.S. Senate
Washington DC 20510

Dear Senator Hollings:

I write you with great concern about the ultimate outcome of
Government efforts to increase revenues by raising the fees charged by
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) for marine radio station
licenses aboard voluntary-equipped recreational boats.

Since late 1990 when the FCC first implemented the thirty-five dollar
fee, an increasing number of boaters have chosen to operate without
license. Although clearly illegal these people realize there is
little chance of FCC enforcement activity. The FCC has indirectly
admitted such when it asked the Coast Guard to check for licenses
during the course of routine Coast Guard boardings of recreational
boats. Now with the pending increased processing fee of forty dollars
and the ten year user tax of seventy dollars, there are more boaters
than ever contemplating going unlicensed. (Some even talk of getting
rid of their radios which would ultimately reduce safety on our
nations waterways. This reduced safety factor is such that I
understand the Coast Guard is already on record opposing the fees
because of their fears of hampered search and rescue.) I see the same
situation emerging that caused the FCC to lose control of citizens
band licensing in the 1970's and 80's.

X propose that marine radio station licensing of voluntary-equipped
recreational ~oats ~. eliminated for those ~oats operating in U.s.
waters and equipped with no other marine transmitters than very high
frequency (VHF) radiotelephone, radar, and the new 401KHz emergency
transmitters. (The transmissions from the three mentioned transmitters
are limited to line-of-sight distances and should be encouraged for
each vessel as safety equipment.) Voluntary-equipped boats using
medium (MF) and high frequency (HF) transmitters or visiting foreign
ports would still require a license in accordance with international
treaty. The FCC has already established the precedent for this when a
few years ago they eliminated the requirement to have a restricted
radio operators permit (RROP). Like my proposal, radio operators
visiting foreign ports or operating MF or HF transmitters must still
have the RROP. The issue of callsigns for these voluntary license
free stations has already been addressed by the FCC in their
established procedure for temporary callsigns on FCC form 506-A.
Eliminating licensure does not relieve the operator of the



responsibility to comply with FCC rules.

I admittedly do not have the data to indicate what portion of the FCC
licensing effort is associated with voluntary-equipped recreational
boats--although I perceive it as significant. Nor can I project the
amount of revenue the Government expects to collect through these
fees. (However if I may make an analogy, the recently repealed luxury
tax revealed the Government more successful in nearly ruining the
marine industry and putting workers on the street than it was in
raising the projected revenues.) Perhaps the FCC workers released
from licensing could be used to work on the pro~£cts to meet the
communications demands and inventions of the 21 century.

Will you please lead those involved to a proqre.sive and enliqhtened
solution?

lec:;u;r'

/~
W. Akin

cc: Representative John Dingell, Chairman, House Energy and Commerce
Committee

Representative Bud Cramer
Senator Howell Heflin
Senator Richard Shelby
Mr. Reed Hundt, Chairman, FCC



Gary W. Akin
203 Harrington Lane

Florence AL 35630-6613

23 February 1994

Representative John Dingell
Chairman, House Energy and Commerce Committee
u.s. House of Representatives
Washington DC 20515

Dear Congressman Dingell:

I write you with great concern about the ultimate outcome of
Government efforts to increase revenues by raising the fees charged by
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) for marine radio station
licenses aboard voluntary-equipped recreational boats.

since late 1990 when the FCC first implemented the thirty-five dollar
fee, an increasing number of boaters have chosen to operate without
license. Although clearly illegal these people realize there is
little chance of FCC enforcement activity. The FCC has indirectly
admitted such when it asked the Coast Guard to check for licenses
during the course of routine Coast Guard boardings of recreational
boats. Now with the pending increased processing fee of forty dollars
and the ten year user tax of seventy dollars, there are more boaters
than ever contemplating going unlicensed. (Some even talk of getting
rid of their radios which would ultimately reduce safety on our
nations waterways. This reduced safety factor is such that I
understand the Coast Guard is already on record opposing the fees
because of their fears of hampered search and rescue.) I see the same
situation emerging that caused the FCC to lose control of citizens
band licensing in the 1970's and BO's.

I propose that marine radio station licensing of voluntary-equipped
recre.tional boats be eliminated for tho.e boat. operatinq in u.s.
waters and equipped with no other marine transmitters than very hiqh
frequency (VHF) radiotelephone, radar, and the new 401KHz emerqency
transmitters. (The transmissions from the three mentioned transmitters
are limited to line-of-sight distances and should be encouraged for
each vessel as safety equipment.) Voluntary-equipped boats using
medium (MF) and high frequency (HF) transmitters or visiting foreign
ports would still require a license in accordance with international
treaty. The FCC has already established the precedent for this when a
few years ago they eliminated the requirement to have a restricted
radio operators permit (RROP). Like my proposal, radio operators
visiting foreign ports or operating MF or HF transmitters must still
have the RROP. The issue of callsigns for these voluntary license
free stations has already been addressed by the FCC in their
established procedure for temporary callsigns on FCC form 506-A.
Eliminating licensure does not relieve the operator of the



responsibility to comply with FCC rules.

I admittedly do not have the data to indicate what portion of the FCC
licensing effort is associated with voluntary-equipped recreational
boats--although I perceive it as significant. Nor can I project the
amount of revenue the Government expects to collect through these
fees. (However if I may make an analogy, the recently repealed luxury
tax revealed the Government more successful in nearly ruining the
marine industry and putting workers on the street than it was in
raising the projected revenues.) Perhaps the FCC workers released
from licensing could be used to work on the pro~~cts to meet the
communications demands and inventions of the 21 century.

will you please lead those involved to a progressive and enlightened
solution?

P~C~..ffUU~I,¥,

/Q~
w. Akin

cc: Senator Ernest Hollings, Chairman, Senate Commerce Committee
Representative Bud Cramer
Senator Howell Heflin
Senator Richard Shelby
Mr. Reed Hundt, Chairman, FCC



Law Offices
James C. Bodenner M.S., J.D.

January 24, 1994

Federal Communications Commission
POB 1050
Gettysburg, PA 17326

To whom it may concern:

RECEIVED

fMAR 3 1199A

I am writing this letter on behalf of myself and friends of
mine who have signed the attached form. All of us are volunteers
involved regularly with an organization that provides boating
safety education to the public. It is our understanding that the
FCC is planning on increasing the fee to license marine radios from
$35 to $70 for the five year license.

All of us are boat owners and see first hand the misuse of the
marine radio. It is our opinion that we need to increase boater
education and law enforcement to prevent misuse of the marine radio
and misuse is very common! As boaters on Lake Michigan we have all
been faced with situations where the marine radio was our only link
to safety. In an emergency the radio saves lives we need to do
everything we can to prevent misuse of this critical piece of
equipment.

Raising the fee will only discourage boaters from licensing
their radio or it will discourage boaters from buying the radio.
It is our understanding that none of the additional fees will be
used to further needed public education. We strongly urge you to
reconsider your policy and either eliminate the proposed increase
or use the increase to fund public boating education.

Please contact me with the FCC position on this matter.

/"'-' ......... erely,

?~
C. Bodenner

CC: Congressman Vernon J. Ehlers
166 Federal Building
110 Michigan Street NW
Grand Rapids, MI 49503

3001 Fuller NE. Suite 100. Grand Rapids. Michigan 49505
(616) 361-8224 FAX (616) 361-1908



The undersigned support the attached letter dated January 24,
1994 regarding the proposed increase in the for licensing of the
marine radios.

NAME ADDRESS
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Secretary of the FCC
Office of the ManaQinQ Director
Federal Communications Commission
1919MSt. NW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr Secretarv,

Nancv & Emie Aoril
34 RockJeioh Road

Rockleigh, NJ 07647

RECEIVED

{MAR 3 , J99A

FEDrr.ALCOOMUNiCATIONSCOMMlSSlCt,
etc iCE OF THE SECR8'ARY '.

I uroe yOu to work aaainst the propOsed increase in FCC HcensinQ fee for

marine VHF radio operation.

As a boat owner, I have a VHF aboard that I rarely - but I would not sail without

it. Most boaters I know seldom transmit on VHF. A non-commercial boat VHF

transmitter is usualfy considered a safety item that, hopefully, wiU never have to be

used. As such, the licensing fee should cover the cost of the paperwork for issuing the

'i~ and not become another tax.

No. of C<lIliesrec·h.
UltABCOE



Senator Ernst Hollings, Chairman
Senate Commerce Committee

March 12, 1994
610 Monegan Road
Whitefish, MT 599~tCe'VeD

MAR 3 1 '994
.. ,'

Re: Proposed VHF license fee increase

Dear Senator Hollings,

I am writing to protest the pending FCC VHF radio license fee
increase from $35 to $110. Such an increases will discourage
recreational boaters from carrying a vital piece of safety
equipment, thereby reducing boating safety. The increase will
also lead to more unlicensed use of VHF's. Here in northwest
Montana where we get no FCC or Coast Guard enforcement services,
there are already many boaters, dare I say most, who operate
VHF's without licenses. This is evidenced any day during boating
season by continuous and flagrant violation of FCC transmission
rules and protocols. The fee increase would compound this
problem. As one who has secured a FCC license, I object to
the increase, especially with no FCC service or enforcement
in this area. $35 for no service is bad enough. $110 would
be intolerable and simply intensify the feeling that honest
citizens who meet their obligations are victimized by taxes
and regulations while those who do not meet their obligations
are rewarded.

Please do not further compromise boating safety and burden honest
recreational boaters. Reject the fee increase.

Thank You,

/tJljJ~
Klaus Heinrich

cc: Senator Bacus
Senator Burns
FCC

No. of CoDies rec'd /1)\ A ,,.~
UItABCOE ~
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Secretary of the FCC RECEIVED
c/o Office of Managing Director '.
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW "AD31"t'.:
Washington, D.C. 20554 ~OCh~ .

or~MJJNIC4r/Oll_'SS/()J
WE OPPOSE THE NEW $7.00 A YEAR USER FEE PROPOSED ON Nb~di~~VHF
MARINE RADIO LICENSES:

NAME ADDRESS
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EAST HAMPTON POWER SQUADRON, INC.
CHARTERED 25 MAY 1967 • INCORPORATED 13 FEBRUARY 1976

A UNIT OF UNITED STATES POWER SQUADRONS

March 10, 1994

Secretary of the FCC
c/o Office of Managing Director
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Gentlemen:

We, the signees of the attached petition, would like to go on

record as being intensely opposed to the plan to add a "user fee"

of $7.00 per year on holders of VHF marine radio licenses. This

fee, in addition to the existing $35 five year license fee now

required would in effect double the cost of a license.

This is an outrageous proposal and one that could conceivably have

a very negative impact on boating safety.

We would hope you will listen to knowledgeable people and not put

this plan into effect.

Sincerely,

East Hampton Power Squadron, Inc.
Billie Kalbacher, Secretary


